Campbell and Stanley (1966) Swanson, 1951; Hovland, 1959; Blalock, 1964; Campbell & Stanley, 1966 Smith, 1968; Campbell, 1957). The solution to the sampling problem is relatively straight-forward, however impractical it may be on a routine basis --simply randomly sample the subjects who are then randomly assigned to the experimental conditions. Last year we were selected to be co-principal investigators for the Detroit Area Study of the University of Michigan. This gave us the opportunity to participate in a household survey with a total of 574 interviews of approximately 30 minutes in length.
but can we also rule out the plausible alternative that the reinforcer communicated information about the correctness of tleresponses to the subject? External validity, on the other hand, concerns the generalizability of results. Would we observe the same relationship between behavior and the delivery of a reinforcer if we used subjects from another population, if we examined different levels and types of reinforcers, and tried to affect the emission rate of other kinds of behaviors?
The concepts of internal and external validity can be used to appraise research results produced by any method. If we examine two frequently used methods of research in social psychology, we observe a trade-off. The experimental method rates higher in internal validity. The specific causal attribution resulting from a well-designed and executed experiment is better grounded than that from a good survey. The well-designed and executed survey, however, gives the researcher greater faith that an observed relationship can be generalized to some larger population.
The observation that experiments and surveys have differing strengths and weaknesses with regard to internal and external validity is not particularly new (e.g., Swanson, 1951; Hovland, 1959; Blalock, 1964; Campbell & Stanley, 1966 Perhaps the most frequent attack against the generalization of experimental results, whatever their substantive area, is the charge that their limited sampling base (the proverbial college sophomore) severely restricts their external validity --sometimes to the point of rendering them trivial. Whatever the intellectual merits of this position for any particular set of experimental results, it remains a pervasive criticism and concern for both experimenters and non-experimenters (e.g., Ross and Smith, 1968; Campbell, 1957 The second experiment was a verbal operant conditioning task. Respondents were asked to attach emotional labels to 54 photographs. The less frequently used emotional category on the first nine photographs were reinforced on a continuous basis for the remaining 45 photographs. Respondents were exposed to a satiation-deprivation manipulation, an achievement-no-achievement manipulation, and a dependency manipulation (three levels) on a between respondent basis.
Embedded within the reward distribution experiment were items asking the respondent to rate the ability, luck, effort and task difficulty of each supposed participant in the research. These questions were earlier asked about hypothetical successes or failures in &dquo;real life&dquo;. These items provide information on the generalizability of~a number of attribution experiments.
Finally, standard survey materials and questions were used to gather information relevant to the respondent's past history of reinforcement.
Approximately half of the interviews were conducted by students associated with the Detroit Area Study Research Practicum. These interviewers were randomly assigned to groups of 4-6 dwelling units (half-blocks). The remainder of the interviews were completed by professional interviewers on the staff of the Field Section of the Institute for Social Research. These interviewers were assigned by pairs to geographic areas, and then randomly assigned to half-blocks within their areas. This randomization of interviewers, of course, ensures that our large number of interviewer-experimenters does not increase and confound experimenter effects (McGuigan, 1963 
